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PT? MARKS 

Reconsideration is respectfully requested. 

Entry of the above amendments is courteously requested in order to 
pUce To aims in this application in allowable condition ana/or to place 
Ihe non-allowed claims in better condition for consideration on appeal. 

Claims ! through 16 and 45 through 25 remain in this 
Claim! 17 through 23 have been cancelled. No claims have been wtthdrawn. 
Claims 26 and 27 have been added. 

The Examiner's rejections will be considered in the order of their 
occurrence in the Office Action. 

'^^^ff^^T^ 25 have b een oojoC.d «o for *. 
Claims 1 through 16 ana n iniw^e 

informalities noted in the Office Action. 

Claim 21 has been cancelled, and claim 1 has been amended in a 
„ believed to further clarify any informalities in the lan g ua g e. 

Withdrawal of the objection to claims 1 through 16 and 24 through 25 
is therefore respectfully requested. 

reje cted under 35 U.S.C. §102(b) as being anticipated by Stem, U.S. Patent 

;;; 21 489, or * ». «*« «.»•*• ^ as ° bvious ° ver ste,n - 

Claims 21 through 23 have been cancelled. 

•r, r, a rt "at least one sheet support removably 
Claim 2 requires, in part, at least o 

mountable on a ,„,., portion of «h, oarriago and P o S .»o n oMe a!ong .ne 
"".go for ,uppo„i„g a .owe, edge of a snc» good poa.uoned on rn. 
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u • a /M*<Tv This feature of the claimed invention, as 
carriage" (emphasis added), mis ie*i 
oointed out at pages 9 and 10 of the previous response, 

' . pernrUs the .datable ^^jf U 1 when 

carriage for »»PP<>« "'o'd t.'re. wd on or aga «« the carriage. As the 

-iV«?«.r~ «".^.« - P he nroved away 
from the location of the cut if necessary. 
,, is aliegcd in the Office Action a. page 3, as a par. of the 
an ,icipa.ion rejection under 35 USC 102(h), that (entph.sts added), 

Stein discloses the ^^on'at^p'orUon 

However while the Stein patent appears to show some sort of opening and 

, structure comprised of elements 7 and 8 that is employed to 
closing clamp structure compr ■ $ame 

rest against the top or upper surface of the sheet gias . 

ot shown for element 9 of Stein, which is called a "stop piece and 
P r to have a different function than the function of elements .1 „d . in 
he Stein apparatus. Even if one were to assume, for the purposes 

t that the element 9 did have the same structure as elements 7 and 8 
argument, that the elemen ? clloBests that the positions of 

of Stein, nothing in Stein discloses, or even suggests, P 

elements 7 and 8 are movable. 

The Office Action at page 3 goes on to state that: 

if it is areued that Stein lacks the sheet 
In the alternative even if t 18 "gu*a ^ been 

support that is PO«i«OMbU jtong he cam age ^ ^ 

obvious to one ^-^/^^^i^^upports of Stein to be 
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However, this line of reasoning seems to merely be an adoption of the 
benefits of the applicant's claimed structure as pointed out in applicant's 
previous response (as reproduced above), rather than any motivation in the 
prior art to alter the Stein structure. As Stein does not appear to disclose 
any adjustment of the stop pieces 9, or the clamping structures formed by 
elements 7 and 8, it is clear that such a motivation does not come from the 
Stein patent. 

Further as to the allegation that "it has been held that the provision 
of adjustability, where needed, involves only routine skill in the art", it is 
submitted that the Office Action contains no showing originating in the 
prior art that the provision of adjustability is "needed", except for the 
aforementioned statement in the Office Action that merely echoes the 
benefits of the claimed structure set forth in the applicant's prior response. 
As for the allegation that the courts have held that "the provision of 
adjustability, when needed, involves only routine skill in the art", it appears 
that this statement is based upon Section 2144.04(V)(D) of the Manual of 
Patent Examining Procedure (MPEP), 8th ed., rev. 2, which states in full 

(emphasis added): . 

, c. , <>i?T?2dl97 101 USPQ 284 (CCPA 1954) (Claims 
/„ re Stevens 2 " F.2d 1»7 1U1 ua v v ^ & 

tollt^V rtSMi finVer hookf and the hand grip of the handle 

with the body portion by means of a universal joint The 
connects with the D^oay p , ne eded, is not a patentable 

? » fishing r-OJi . the substitution of a universal joint for the single 
Pivot ofthT prior art would have been obvious.). 

While this portion if the MPEP does include a statement similar to the 
statement in the Office Action, it is noted that the summary of the Steven 
case set forth in the MPEP is not as broad as suggested in the Office Action, 
as the statement in the MPEP includes the qualification that "because there 
was an art-recognized need for adjustment in a fishing rod" (emphasis 
added), that the provision of adjustability was not patentable under the facts 
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of that case In contrast, in the present case, the Patent Office has not 
of that case. « art _ reC ognized need" for such adjustability, 

established that there was an art-recogni^u . 

To The contrary, .he cited S.e.n patent apnea,* to show non-adjua.ab.h.y ,» 

1 .. z -i» ° f ,h< stei - spparatus ' 1 

/ J n „v skill in the art to believe that there is a need for 
ZZ::Z 2 :::: appare.os appears to fonction wen withon, S nch 

adjustability* 

I, i. therefore submitted that the S.ein paten, does not anticipate or 
render obvioos .he retirements of Cain. 2 of .he paten, application, and 
allowance of Cain. 2, as well as the claims tha. depend from c.a.m 2, .s 
respectfully requested. 

Withdrawal of the §102(b) rejection of claims 2 through 4, 6 through 
12, 16 and 24 through 25 is therefore respectfully requested. 

Paragraph 7 Office Action 

T C1 aim 1 haa been indicated as appearing «o he allowabie over the pnor 
ar, o, record, and it is submi.ted wi.h .he iango.ge changes reoues.e above 
in response to the Section 112 objections, that cla.m 1 .n cond.t.on for 
allowance. 

P - r - rr o r l» ft nf the nffiita Action 

^TaragraphS of the Office Actio. ata.es that Cairns 5 and 13 through 
I5 w „„.d be allowable if writ.en into independent form wi.h .he limitat.ons 
of the base claim and any intervening Ca.ms. 

The above amendment incorporates the limitations of claims 2 and 5 
ioto the reci...ion of added Cairn 26. and therefore Cairn 26 is beheved to 
be in condition foT allowance. 

The above amendment incorporates the limitations of claims 2 12 and 

. t , nf a ded claim 27, and therefore claim 26 is believed 
13 into the recitation of added claim 
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,. be in ccdition for allowanee. Claim. 28 and 29, by virtue of their 
dependency from added ciaim 27. are alao submitted to be in eondmon for 
allowance. 

rONCLUSION 

In light of the foregoing amendments and remarks, early 
consideration and allowance of this application are most courteously 

solicited. 

Respectfully submitted, 

LEONARD & PROEHL, Prof. L.L.C. 

B Date: ^fe _ 

Jeffrey A. Proehl (Reg. No 35,987) 
LEONARD & PROEHL, Prof. U-J. 
3500 South First Avenue Circle, Suite 25U 
Sioux Falls, SD 57105-5807 
(605)339-2028 FAX (605)336-1931 
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